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MINUTE OF APPOINTMENT AND TERMS OF REFERENCE 

’We, the Rt, Hon. Barbara Castle, M.P., First Secretary of State and Secretary 
of State for Employment and Productivity, and the Rt. Hon. Frederick 
Mullcy. M.P., Minister of Transport, hereby appoint Sir Jack Scamp, D.L., 
J.P., to inquire into employment questions arising in connection with the 
loading of coal in the port of Immingham and at the new jetty at South 
Killingholme, having regard to the provisions of the Docks and Harbours 
Act 1966 and the Dock Labour Schemes made under the Dock Workers 
(Regulation of Employment) Act 1946, and to report. 

We further appoint Mr. P. E. F. Kirby to be Secretary to the Inquiry. 



Barbara Castle, 
First Secretary of State. 



Fred Mulley, 
Minister of Transport. 



28 th May 1970. 
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REPORT 

To the Rt. Hon. the First Secretary of State and Secretary of State for 
Employment and Productivity, and the Rt. Hon. the Minister of 
Transport. 

Madam and Sir, 

L I was appointed by you on 28th May 1970 to inquire into employment 
questions arising in connection with the loading of coal in the port of 
Immingham and at the new jetty at South Killingholme. 

2. In accordance with the terms of my appointment I have the honour 
to submit die following report. 

3. I held a hearing in private in Immingham on 2nd June at which the 
interested parties made submissions. Details are given in Appendix 1 of 
the organisations and their respresentatives who attended the Inquiry. 



BACKGROUND TO THE INQUIRY 
The port of Immingham 

4. Immingham, with Grimsby, is a British Transport Docks Board port 
covered by the Dock Labour Scheme. Considerable developments have taken 
place in Immingham in recent years and in 1968 the port was the most 
profitable of those operated by the British Transport Docks Board The 
chief imports to the port are oil (3-5m. tons) and crude' fertilizers (lm. tons). 
By far the largest single export is coal (3m. tons) almost all of which goes 
either to overseas markets or to the power stations in Great Britain. 

5. As at other coal loading ports, arrangements for the movement of 
coal from the pits or opencast sites to the port are made by the National 
Coal Board and the coal is carried to the port by British Railways. At 
Immingham dock the coal is discharged at a loading point from where it is 
loaded by appliances into the hold of the ships. The men performing this 
operation are known as .tippers. In Immingham these men are employed 
by the British Transport Docks Board but are not registered dock workers. 
They are members of the National Union of Railwaymen. 

6. The work of levelling the coal in the holds of the vessels to ensure 
that it is evenly distributed is the work off the coal trimmers. They are 
icgistered dock workers. There are 55 trimmers at present employed at the 
port of Immingham and they are members of the Transport and General 
Workers’ Union. They form a separate sub-section of the total register of 
1,300 dockworkers for Grimsby and Immingham, between about 100 and 
350 of whom are employed at Immingham, including the 55 coal trimmers. 

7. With coal, as with other cargoes, the responsibility for .the ship’s 
stability and for ensuring that the loading of vessels complies with Board 
of Trade safety requirements rests with the shipowners. The shipowners 
contract the trimming work to the British Transport Docks Board who are the 
employers of the coal trimmers. The shipowners pay the British Transport 
Docks Board for the trimming according to an agreed tariff— the trimming 
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tariff — which is based upon tonnage and type of vessel. {The tariff is reflected 
in the freight rates the shipowners charge the charterers.) The tariff operated 
is still that agreed by the now defunct National Joint Coal Trimming 
Committee which consisted of representatives of the Shipping Federation — 
who then employed the trimmers — the Transport and General Workers’ Union 
and the National Union of Railwaymen. The tariff charge made by the 
British Transport Docks Board on the shipowners according to this tariff is 
paid over by the Board, less a small administrative surcharge, to the gang 
of trimmers allocated to the particular vessel. Individual earnings therefore 
depend on the number of trimmers. Manning scales are the subject of local 
agreement through a coal trimmers’ sub-committee of the Local Joint Council 
for the Port Transport Industry. This sub-committee consists of repre- 
sentatives of the Transport and General Workers’ Union and the British 
Transport Docks Board. 

8. For the purposes of trimming, the coal carrying vessels are classed 
as follows : 

Self trimmers — those which have hatchway openings virtually the same 
width as the deck. 

Easy trimmers — on which the distances to the sides and ends of the hold 
of the ship from the hatchway are within specific limits. 

Tariff trimmers — on which the hatch opening is more limited. 

The new jetty at South Killingholme 

9. In 1966 the National Coal Board decided to build a new bulk terminal 
at Immingham. It consists of an unloading station, a stocking ground and a 
new jetty equipped with machines for loading the ships. Although the 
terminal is owned by the National Coal Board, the shore installations are 
built on British Transport Docks Board’s land. The unloading station 
forms part of the King’s Dock Estate which was at one time the limit of 
port authority property at Immingham. The stocking ground is on land 
acquired by the port authority subsequently, but separated from the unloading 
station only by the Humber Road. The jetty is built out from the stocking 
ground. 

10. The expected tonnage developments for coal at the new jetty and at 
the existing in-dock facilities are shown in Appendix 2. I understand that the 
possibility of importing iron ore for Scunthorpe steel works through South 
Killingholme is under consideration. Currently some 600,000 tons of iron 
ore are imported each year through Grimsby and Immingham. 

11. While the terminal was in the course of construction the National Coal 
Board gave consideration to the question of manning the operation. They 
took legal advice as to whether the operatives at the jetty would be covered 
by the Dock Labour Scheme and they were advised that they were not 
(although this advice is disputed by the Local Dock Labour Board). They 
then commenced recruitment of the operatives that would be needed. They 
have now recruited most of the first shift of fourteen, a number of whom 
were recruited from among redundant tippers at Immingham dock. They 
are expected to build this labour force up to between 45 and 60. Most 
of these operatives are members of the National Union of Railwaymen, as is 
the case among the tippers employed by the British Transport Docks Board, 
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and the National Coal Board informed me that they are expecting to give 
the National Union of Railwaymen recognition in respect of them. So far 
as the National Coal Board was concerned the question of the employment 
of coal trimmers did not arise because in the Coal Board’s view no coal 
trimmers would be needed. In February 1968, however, the Transport and 
General Workers’ Union had informed the British Transport Docks Board 
that they would be claiming the trimming work at the new jetty for their 
members. 



THE CIRCUMSTANCES GIVING RISE TO THE INQUIRY 

12. Although ithe National Coal Board were not due to take over the 
jetty from the contractors until 22nd June 1970, arrangements were made by 
them and the shipowners for trial loading of vessels during May and June. 

13. The British Transport Docks Board were concerned about what 
arrangements were to be made for trimming at the new jetty and on 28th 
April approached the D.E.P.’s local Manpower Adviser to inform him of 
developments and to seek his agreement to help if necessary. On 29th 
April the British Transport Docks Board, with the agreement of .the Transport 
and General Workers’ Union, wrote to the D.E.P. Manpower Adviser with a 
view to his carrying out a study of trimming at the new jetty and suggesting 
a preliminary meeting to discuss terms of reference, but unfortunately this 
letter was never received by the D.E.P. 

14. The first of the trial runs was made on 5th May by a vessel 
owned by the Central Electricity Generating Board and managed by Stephen- 
son Clarke Shipping Limited. The shipowners did not ask the British 
Transport Docks Board to provide trimmers but representatives of the 
trimmers were invited to be present to observe the loading of the vessel. It 
was the intention of the shipowners and the National Coal Board to demon- 
strate that no trimmers were necessary. The trimmers however remained of 
the opposite view. At a mass meeting that same day they decided that until 
there was agreement that trimmers be employed on loading operations carried 
out at the jetty they would not work any further ships of Stephenson Clarke’s 
in the port of Immingham. 

15. On 18th May a second vessel was to be loaded at .the new jetty. 
To meet this a temporary arrangement was made to resolve the dispute with 
the trimmers about the loading of vessels at the jetty. The shipowners 
agreed to pay trimming charges on a “ without prejudice ” basis while the 
trials continued and efforts were made to find a permanent solution. Trimmers 
were ordered and allocated and the appropriate tariff was paid but the 
trimmers did not go on board the vessel. On this basis the second vessel 
was loaded at the jetty and normal working was resumed in the rest of 
the port. 

16. Meanwhile on 11th May the British Transport Docks Board met the 
Chamber of Shipping, the National Coal Board and the Central Electricity 
Generating Board. It appears that there was agreement in principle at that 
meeting to the British Transport Docks Board’s proposal for a study of the 
problem by the D.E.P., possibly with the assistance of industrial consultants, 
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subject to further consideration of terms of reference and agreement with the 
Transport and General Workers’ Union. At that stage it seems that neither 
the Chamber nor the Coal Board knew that the British Transport Docks Board 
had already approached both the Transport and General Workers’ Union 
and the D.E.P. On 15th May the Chamber of Shipping wrote to the British 
Transport Docks Board setting out terms of reference for the study that 
would be acceptable to the Chamber and the National Coal Board. These 
terms of reference were not, however, acceptable to the British Transport 
Docks Board. 

17. The British Transport Docks Board nonetheless approached the local 
management of the Coal Board for access to be granted to the jetty 
on 21st May for observation of the trial loading of a third vessel by the 
D.E.P., the industrial consultants and trimmers’ representatives. The local 
management consulted the National Coal Board in London. The National 
Coal Board informed the Chamber of Shipping who were concerned that the 
arrangements should not go ahead without agreed terms of reference. The 
Chamber of Shipping contacted the D.E.P. in London, it being now late on 
20th May, to protest that the study was going ahead without agreed terms of 
reference and to request that the study should not proceed until there had been 
further consultation with themselves and the Coal Board. They sought a 
meeting for this purpose. 

18. This was the first the D.E.P. knew of the part they were expected to 
play in the study, since the Docks Board’s letter of 29th April had not been 
received. Although their local officers had been asked on 19th May to visit 
the port on 21st May they were under the impression that this was for the 
purpose of a general discussion of Devlin Stage 2 negotiations and of no 
immediate urgency. They had in fact arranged to postpone the visit in view 
of other pressing commitments. The Chamber of Shipping were so informed 
and assured that the D.E.P. would not take part in such a study in the absence 
of terms of reference agreed by all the parties concerned. Arrangements were 
made to meet them and the National Coal Board, as requested, in London 
on the following day, 21st May. 

19. The National Coal Board were however not prepared to co-operate in 
the study at the jetty if the D.E.P. were not present and when the trimmers’ 
representatives and the industrial consultants arrived on the morning of 
21st May without the D.E.P. they were refused access. 

20. It is clear that there was considerable misunderstanding between the 
parties as to what the arrangements were for the study on 21st May. The 
Chamber of Shipping and the National Coal Board were anxious that the 
study should be undertaken by the D.E.P. and that the terms of reference 
should be restricted to the question of whether it was physically necessary to 
employ coal trimmers at the new jetty. Their proposed terms of reference 
were not acceptable to the British Transport Docks Board and had not been 
seen by the trimmers’ representatives. 

21. The refusal of the National Coal Board to allow access to the jetty in 
the absence of a representative of the D.E.P. on 21st May, when the third, 
vessel was loaded under the trial arrangements, was reported by the coal 
trimmers’ representatives to their union (the Transport and General Workers’ 
Union) and to a mass meeting of the coal trimmers on the following day, 
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22nd May. At that meeting the coal trimmers decided that unless it was 
agreed that all vessels to be loaded at the jetty should have coal trimmers 
allocated to them in accordance with the existing manning scales applying 
to the in-dock facilities, and that the men so allocated should be present 
on board during the loading of the vessels, .they would withdraw their 
labour from 1st June and thereby prevent any further coal shipping opera- 
tions at Immingham dock. The meeting also decided that an approach should 
be made to their union to make their action official and to seek the backing 
of coal trimmers in other ports on the East coast. Following the decision 
to set up this Inquiry the trimmers decided to work normally. I understand 
that die Chamber of Shipping has now recommended all its shipowner 
members to refrain from ordering vessels to load at the new jetty until 
some agreement has been reached. 

SUBMISSIONS MADE BY THE PARTIES 

The Transport and General Workers’ Union 

22. The union regards the new jetty as being within the port and 
therefore contends that the operation is subject to the Dock Labour Scheme. 
Moreover they are firmly of .the opinion that trimmers will be required. 

23. The union’s representatives stated that dock workers in Grimsby 
and Immingham generally as well as at Cootie and Hull regard the question 
of whether die new jetty is to be considered part of the port and subject 
to the Dock Labour Scheme as something of a test case, 

24. They believe that with goodwill .on all sides their claim that trimmers 
would be required could have been resolved by local discussion among the 
interested parties but that the National Coal Board have no part to play 
in such discussions since they neither employ trimmers nor are responsible 
for ordering them. 

25. The union’s representatives pointed out to me that although the 
port’s register of coal trimmers had been reduced from 72 to 55 since 
the British Transport Docks Board took over as employer following decasual- 
isalion in September 1967, they had not pressed the Board to recruit. 
They added that they accepted that there should be negotiation for further 
reduction in the register of coal trimmers and stated that a substantial 
proportion of the 55 trimmers are over sixty years of age. (The retirement 
age for trimmers is 65.) 

The National Union of Railwaymen 

26. The National Union of Railwaymen said that they were not directly 
concerned with the Transport and General Workers’ Union’s claim regard- 
ing trimming work at the new jetty but since the coal tippers at the existing 
loading points in the port of Immingham were not covered by die Dock 
Labour Scheme they took the view the same should apply to the com- 
parable .operations at the new jetty. 

The British Transport Docks Board 

27. The British Transport Docks Board is the licensing authority for 
the port. At the end of 1967, following decasualisation under the Devlin 
Stage 1 agreement, the Board took over as employer of the 72 trimmers 
who were then employed in the port. 
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28. They are concerned that when the new jetty becomes operational 
there will be a significant reduction in the need for trimmers elsewhere in 
the port. Although the National Coal Board had told them that the coal 
loading appliance at the new jetty was designed to remove the need for 
trimming, they regarded this as a matter for the shipowners rather than 
the National Coal Board. Since the type of vessels to be loaded at the jetty 
would be virtually the same as those being loaded at the existing in-dock 
appliances it was their view that at least in some circumstances trimmers 
would be required. 

29. The British Transport Docks Board take the view that there will 
have to be some experience of the operation of the appliance at the new 
jetty on the loading of various classes of ship before it can definitely be 
determined that no trimming will be required there in any circumstances. 
But they have also felt for sometime that, with the changing pattern of 
the types of vessel being loaded at the port, the manning scales for trimmers 
at the port were not realistic and should be substantially reduced. It 
was to this end that they had initiated discussions with the trimmers’ 
representatives in the spring of 1969 for a revised manning agreement for 
the port. They thought that these discussions could be brought to a 
successful conclusion once the difficulties over the operation of the new 
jetty had been overcome. 

30. With regard to the likely surplus of trimmers, the British Transport 
Docks Board said that the possibilities for absorbing them into the general 
register were limited. Although the general trade of the port was increasing 
this could be handled by the existing labour force of dockers. 



The Grimsby and Immingham Dock Labour Board 

31. The Local Dock Labour Board is the statutory body consisting of 
equal numbers of employers’ and workers’ representatives responsible under 
the National Board for the local administration of the Dock Labour Scheme. 
Their representative stated that in their view the new jetty is covered by 
the Dock Labour Scheme. They suggested that in this case all the staff 
employed there on coal loading operations would be required to be registered 
dock workers. The exclusion of tippers in the port of Immingham itself 
rested on a specific exclusion of work performed by regular employees of the 
London and North Eastern Railway Company, to whom the British Transport 
Docks Board were the legal successors. This specific exclusion would not in 
the view of the Local Dock Labour Board apply to the new jetty, where the 
coal loading staff would not be employees of the British Transport Docks 
Board, and they have therefore informed the National Coal Board that all the 
staff engaged on coal loading at the new jetty should be registered dock 
workers. The Coal Board disputes this and failing agreement the Local Dock 
Labour Board would forward its case to the National Dock Labour Board 
with a view to determination by an Industrial Tribunal under section 51 of 
the Docks and Harbours Act 1966. 

32. Reference was made to the National Voluntary Severance Scheme 
operated by the National Dock Labour Board. This was not at present 
generally open to coal trimmers in the port of Immingham since on the 
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present manning scales no surplus existed. The offer had however been 
made to four light duty men on the coal trimmers’ register and two had 
already accepted. 

The Chamber of Shipping 

33. The Chamber of Shipping stated that the number of trimmers 
employed on ships was the subject of local industrial agreements and 
that there was no uniformity between the various coal loading ports in 
regard to the agreed number of trimmers to be employed on identical or 
indeed in the same vessels. In cases where only self trimmers are loaded 
at the most modem appliances, including others besides those at the new 
jetty at South Killingholme, they maintain that there is no need to employ 
trimmers at all. As they understood that the National Coal Board did not 
intend to load vessels other than self trimmers at the new jetty they said it 
followed that, provided the equipment was shown to require no trimming 
of the cargoes loaded, there would be no requirement to employ trimmers 
at the new jetty. 

34. They pointed out that the coal trimming trade on the East coast 
generally suffered the same problem as coal trimming at the port of 
Immingham in that the reduction in the available manpower had not kept 
pace with the fall in the requirement for trimmers. The overall requirement 
had declined because of the introduction of more efficient ships and loading 
appliances and because of the decline in the volume of the coal trade. They 
said that when decasualisation was introduced in 1967 the excessive trimming 
force then available was consolidated and the additional cost of decasualisa- 
tion was simply passed on to the shipowners who in turn had no alternative 
but to reflect the increased costs in their freight rates. 

35. Moreover they said that the situation was particularly unsatisfactory 
in the port of Immingham where the British Transport Docks Board in- 
herited not only an excessive labour force but also the most unsatisfactory 
manning arrangements. To> illustrate their point they said that a self trimmer 
of 7,000 tons was obliged to employ ten trimmers in the port of Immingham 
as compared with four in the North East coast ports. They stated that in 
practice one of these modem vessels would when loaded at an efficient 
appliance need no trimmers at all and even with less up-to-date and efficient 
loading arrangements it could be trimmed satisfactorily by only two men. 
They believe that much more than 90 per cent of the coal being shipped 
from Immingham is now shipped in self trimmers. 

36. The Chamber of Shipping recognised that there was a problem so 
long as there was an excess of trimmers in the port and that any solution 
which seeks to reduce the trimming labour force would have to take account 
of the hardship which might be caused to those affected. 

The National Coal Board 

37. The National Coal Board stated that the new terminal represented 
an investment by them of £5-5 million. They claimed that it incorporated 
the most modern coal loading mechanism and that it was unique among 
the facilities for loading coal in British ports. It had been designed 
to load easy and self trimming vessels automatically. The ship-loader 
traversed the whole face of the jetty delivering the coal at such speed that 
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it was evenly distributed throughout the hold of a vessel. Only easy and 
self trimming vessels would be accepted at the jetty and there would therefore 
be no requirement for trimmers. They stated that it would seriously 
detract from the value of their very substantial investment if the shipowners 
were obliged to employ trimmers at the jetty. 

38. When in full production it is estimated that the mechanism would 
be capable of loading a 7,000 ton self trimmer in about 3J hours as com- 
pared to about 12 hours loading time for the same vessel at Immingham’s 
existing in-dock facilities. The Coal Board stated that the jetty formed 
a part of an integrated bulk transport system designed to secure a bigger 
market for coal, both coastwise and export, by providing a more rapid 
turn-round for the ships concerned than had hitherto been possible. 
Honce in the long term it would lower freight charges and provide cheaper 
coal for the Coal Board’s customers. As the owners of a terminal in which 
they had invested £5-5 million in order to produce an installation that would 
not require trimmers, they believed that they had a substantial interest in 
any study of the trimming requirement at the jetty. 

39. The Coal Board said that they would eventually employ some 45 to 
60 industrial staff at the jetty on a three or four shift basis of fourteen per 
shift. Most of the first shift had already been engaged. A second shift was 
expected to be required in July and a third shift later. The Coal Board 
would recruit these staff locally and said that they had undertaken to employ 
as many men as they were able to from among the tippers at present 
employed by the British Transport Docks Board in Immingham, a number 
of whom they had already recruited. 

40. The Coal Board maintains that the new terminal, with the exception 
of the unloading station, is outside the port of Immingham for the purpose 
of the Dock Labour Scheme. Although the land they have belongs to 1 the 
British Transport Docks Board they had legal advice that this did not make 
it a part of the port for these purposes. Therefore they maintain that there 
is no question of any employees at the jetty being required to be registered 
dock workers and that the operations at the jetty are not bound by the 
customs and practices of the port, including the practice of ordering trimmers 
whether or not they are essential to the operation of loading a particular 
vessel. 

41. They stated that they had informally told the British Transport Docks 
Board, Local Dock Labour Board and National Dock Labour Board about 
three years ago that they did not anticipate a need for trimmers for vessels 
loaded at the new jetty. They then saw no need to be involved in any discus- 
sions on the matter. They had subsequently agreed to participate in the 
proposed study of the physical need for trimmers at the new jetty, provided 
that it was under the aegis of the D.E.P. They accepted that the trimmers 
should take part in the study although they maintain their view that trimmers 
will not be required for vessels loading at the jetty. They regarded it as an 
essential condition for their participation in the study that it should be spon- 
sored by the D.E.P. and for that reason they had not been prepared to give 
the parties access to the jetty on 21st May in the absence of the D.E.P. 
representative. They regarded the question of the need for trimmers as a 
matter for study but not for negotiation. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

42. As I see it three main, questions have been raised : 

1. whether the operations at the new terminal at South Killingholme 
are covered by the Dock Labour Scheme and if not whether they 
should be ; 

2. whether coal trimmers are required at the new jetty and if so how 
many ; and 

3. whether the number of coal trimmers in the port needs to be reduced 
and if so how this might be assisted. 

Position o£ the jetty in relation to the Dock Labour Scheme 

43. The question of whether the new terminal at South Killingholme is 
within the port as at present defined for the purposes of the Dock Labour 
Scheme is a matter for legal interpretation. The Local Dock Labour 
Board takes the view that the whole of the new terminal is covered by the 
Scheme but the National Coal Board disputes it. If this question is not 
otherwise resolved it can be referred for determination by an Industrial 
Tribunal under the provisions of Section 51 of the Docks and Harbours Act, 
1966. 

44. This question, therefore, is not one for me to answer. I would 
however draw attention to a recent decision of the High Court (National 
Dock Labour Board v. British Steel Corporation) concerning an apparently 
similar case at Port Talbot, which was reported subsequent to my hearing. 
In that case arguments similar to those put to me by the National Coal 
Board failed, though this may have been due to some special circumstance. 

45. Whether or not the new terminal is within the port as defined 
for the purposes of the Dock Labour Scheme, there is the different 
question of whether it ought to be, i.e. whether the definition should, if 
necessary, be revised to take account of this new development. On this 
question I have no hesitation in saying that the whole of the new terminal 
ought, in my view, to be regarded as part of the port of Immingham for the 
purposes of the Dock Labour Scheme. The installation has been built on 
British Transport Docks Board’s land which immediately adjoins, and forms 
an integral part of, the port and it is to be used for normal port purposes, 
i.e. loading, ships. It would be unrealistic to maintain that terms and 
conditions of employment should differ from the rest of the port in this 
fundamental respect simply because it is a few yards beyond a boundary 
line which is now only of historical interest. There would seem to be an 
obvious case for extending die definition of the port (if that is required 
Which in view of the recent High Court decision seems doubtful) in order to 
keep it up to date, 

46. However acceptance that the new terminal ought to be regarded as 
within the port for the purposes of the Dock Labour Scheme does not 
necessarily imply that all operations there, other than trimming, should be 
“ dock work ”. Whether the staff employed on these other operations should 

13 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



be registered dock workers seems to me a matter to be decided on its merits. 
In particular the question of whether the men operating the machines at the 
new terminal should be excluded, as tippers are in the rest of the port, should 
not in my view be decided by automatic application to the new situation 
of the existing functional definition, whose wording referring to the former 
railway company is clearly out of date. 

Whether trimmers are needed at the jetty 

47. If, as I recommend, the new terminal, including the jetty, is regarded 
as within the port for the purposes of the Dock Labour Scheme then, 
in my view, any trimming operation there must be “ dock work But this 
does not necessarily mean that any trimmers have to be employed, only 
that if trimmers are employed they must be registered dock workers. The 
question of whether trimmers are required for the work, and if so how 
many, is a separate matter. 

48. The National Coal Board and the shipowners suggested that this 
matter could be settled by a study of the physical requirements. I did not 
carry out such a study because I did not see that as my function. Moreover 
I do not think that the problem can be entirely resolved in this way. It was 
clear in the submissions made to me that parties who had been observers 
at the same loading operation had foamed different conclusions about it. Nor, 
in my view, is the matter likely to be satisfactorily resolved on the basis 
of a unilateral view of the conclusions to be drawn from a physical study. 
Moreover the shipowners made it clear to me that the problem concerning 
manning at this jetty was not in principle different from the manning prob- 
lems at modem appliances in some other ports where, in their view, it is 
also possible to load self trimmers satisfactorily without manual trimming 
but trimmers are nonetheless in some cases employed. 

49. In my view this must essentially be a matter for negotiation and 
if there is need for further study of the physical requirements as a preliminary 
to such negotiation it should be a joint study with mutually agreed terms 
of reference. I am encouraged to think that the matter can be resolved 
in this way by the fact that negotiations have been taking place in regard 
to manning scales for the rest of the port of Immingham. 

50. Consideration will need to be given to the appropriate machinery 
for such negotiation. The existing coal trimmers’ sub-committee represents 
only the British Transport Docks Board and the Transport and General 
Workers’ Union. It might be desirable in these negotiations to have direct 
representation of the shipowners, who are responsible for ordering trimmers, 
and possibly of the National Coal Board, who control access to the jetty 
and have made a substantial investment in the installation with the object 
of reducing the cost of shipping coal. I therefore recommend that the 
British Transport Docks Board and the Transport and General Workers’ 
Union should consider inviting representatives of the shipowners and the 
National Coal Board to join them in these negotiations. 

51. I would draw attention to the recommendation in my previous 
report on coal-trimming in the North-East coast ports, that revision of 
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manning scales should be accompanied or followed by a revision of exist- 
ing tariff rates, in particular so as to help keep down the price of coal which 
will be in the long term interests of all the parties. 

Voluntary Severance 

52. It was suggested to me in the course of this Inquiry that the 
number of tr imm ers employed in the port of Immingham could be reduced, 
as a result not only of the operation of the new jetty but also of the nego- 
tiations on manning scales elsewhere in the port. It would not be right if 
I were to leave this report without commenting on measures to ease tins 
situation. 

53. I understand that if there is agreed to be more men than required, 
application can be made to the National Dock Labour Board for extension 
of the National Voluntary Severance Scheme to fit men, under which offers 
have already been made to trimmers fit only for light duties. In view of 
the high proportion of older men amongst the trimmers this could be of 
considerable assistance in effecting a reduction in the register by voluntary 
means. In my view the National Dock Labour Board might well be asked 
to consider, as possibly assisting the progress of negotiations, whether the 
Severance scheme might not be so extended forthwith without waiting for 
agreement on what the ultimate requirements might be. 

54. I wish to record my appreciation of the work of the Secretary of 
tins Inquiry, Mr. P. E. F. Kirby and the assistance given to him by Mr. J. 
Snart. 



J. Scamp. 



P. E. F. Kirby, (Secretary). 
17th June 1970. 
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APPENDIX I 

Given below are the names of the organisations and their representatives who 
attended the Inquiry. 



Transport and General Workers ’ Union 



Mr. A. D. Shenton 
Mr. K. C. Wardle 
Mr. R. G. Ellis ... 
Mr. R. Grayson 
Mr. H. Ringrose 
Mr. J. H. Twigg 



Regional Secretary 
Local Officer 

Trimmers’ representatives 



National Union of Railwayman 
Mr. W. Robinson 



Local Organiser 



British Transport Docks Board 

Mr. P. Murdoch 
Mr. F. Newsome 

Mr. J. Green 

Mr. P. J. Jones 

National Dock Labour Board 



Port Master 

Assistant Docks Superintendent, Immingham 
Assistant Chief Staff Manager 
Secretary, Trimmers’ Joint Sub-committee 



Mr. D. C. F. Carter Manager, Grimsby and Immingham Local Dock 

Labour Board 



Chamber of Shipping of the United Kingdom 



Mr. J. E. Keville 
Mr. A. Hawkins 

Mr. J. P. Callen 

National Coal Board 

Mr. H. Phelps ... 
Mr. G. Ashmore 



Director, William France, Fenwick & Co. Ltd. 
Area Director, Stephenson Clarke Shipping Ltd. 
(Hull) 

Assistant General Manager of Shipping (U.K.) 



Deputy Director General of Industrial Relations 
General Manager, South Killingholme 



APPENDIX II 



Throughput of Coal — Immingham Docks and 
NCB South Killingholme Terminal 



1968 (Actual) ... 

1969 

1970 (Estimate) 



1971 

Future 
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